The objective of this study was to validate a scale for assessment of academic projects. As a complement, we examined its predictive ability by comparing the scores of advised/corrected projects based on the model and the final scores awarded to the work by an examining panel (approximately 10 months after the project design).
INTRODUCTION
In this institution, one teacher per class gives the subject of CCP-01. The purpose of this course is for the student to have, in its conclusion, a research project which will be formally accompanied by a teacher in CCP-02 (for review of the theoretical framework, methodology, data collection and initial analysis of the results) and CCP-03 (for finalization of results analysis, closing statements, reviewing the work and presentation to a panel composed of at least three teachers). Thus, we identified the possibility of applying the model in the CCP-01 course (to examine the convergent validity, discriminant validity, reliability and internal consistency, in statistical terms) and relate its results to grades awarded by a panel approximately 10 months after the initial analysis and design guidelines (CCP-03). This application is possible because in the subject of CCP-01, the monitoring of the teacher, for advising and evaluating students, is done by means of an instrument whose topics correspond to the model of Dias 
Grade of the Project

Grade of the Paper
Grades awarded by the panel in the presentation of the final papers.
-Project Evaluation -Analysis of the convergent and discriminant validity of the Assessment Instrument, besides its reliability and internal consistency To achieve the general objective, the following specific objectives were outlined:
 Identify an institution that allows the implementation and monitoring of the model analyzed in an undergraduate, masters or doctoral degree class. As noted above, the institution selected for this study was the FACIC/UFU, undergraduate course;
 application of the model to the advising of research projects ;  evaluate the research projects based on the model, assigning grades to each of its items. As stated previously, the teacher responsible for the course of CCP-01 had evaluated (quantitatively) the projects presented in the course with an instrument corresponding to the one of Dias, Patrus and Magalhães (2011). This database created by the teacher was fully available for analysis in this study;  examine the convergent validity, discriminant validity, reliability and internal consistency of the component topics of the model;  verify the relationship between the grades assigned to projects in CCP-01 to the grades assigned to the final work by an examining panel in CCP-03. The demands in the preparation of academic papers have also grown significantly. A fact that underlies this statement is the amount of unselected papers in the subject area of Education and Research in Accounting at the 13 th USP Congress of Controllership and Accounting-2013 (19 abstracts were approved to continue the review process, but only one paper was selected for presentation and discussion at the congress). Thus, it is expected that the results of this study will contribute to the academic community, especially because of the project assessment tool that will be discussed, presented and validated.
We also expected to contribute to future research to be conducted in this field, since, besides the validation proposal, an analysis is being made of a possible determinant of the quality of the final papers presented by students, papers which represent potential articles to be submitted the conferences and journals and subsequently contribute (in one form or another) to the construction of theory (Whetten, 1989 ) on the subject.
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
The process of developing an academic paper(monographs, dissertations or theses) requires an interaction between the advising teacher and advisee student in all stages, from research, analysis and discussion of the results until its final composition (Ferreira According to Mizany, Khabiri and Sajadi (2012), the advisor is responsible for helping the student in choosing the theme, motivating him or her during the writing of the paper and establishing a good relationship with the student. Thus, the lack of harmony between the advisor and the advisee both in the guidance and on assessment can harm the progress of the work (Freitas & Zawislak, 1996) .
A study by Rodrigues Jr., Fleith and Alves (1993) on the interactions between advisor and advisee based on critical incidents, pointed out that in cases where the orientation process was unsuccessful, the advisors attribute the failure to the advisees. These, in turn associate the failure to the inability of the advisor to manage the process and the lack of knowledge about the content in addition to non-availability of the advisor. On the subject, Freitas and Zawislak (1996, p.7) argue that one of the factors that negatively affects the orientation process is the "lack of a clear definition of the evaluation criteria, where subjectivity reigns, rather than immediate and objective feedback". As Frame: 1 shows, the content of the assessment instruments are similar, since they assess the research project based on three main areas: Introduction, Theoretical Framework and Methodology, besides formal aspects. The big difference between the models lies in the fact that the instrument used by CCP-01 teacher considers a scale of 0 to 10 for each item evaluated. Ie, if the Context of the Study fails to comply with its purpose, it scores zero. If it caters adequately, is well written and the ideas are well concatenated, it scores 10. If there is concatenation of ideas, but this contextualization does not take to the research question, the score is average, and so on, varying according to each case (the scores can also be fractioned, for example, 9.5).
Anyhow
According to the teacher of the course, this spreadsheet is shown to the students in two stages: first, after the presentation of initial discussions about the project, students deliver the first version to the teacher, whom, using the worksheet, assigns a score to each of the items for each student (this version is worth the equivalent of 5% of the semester grade). Based on the spreadsheet scores, students have a parameter to correct their project and consult the teacher. After about two weeks, students deliver the final version, which is again evaluated based on the spreadsheet and the score is released to students by registration number, which is the second stage of the disclosure of the spreadsheet. The score of this second version corresponds to 40% of the semester course grade, which is calculated proportionally based on the arithmetic average of the scores of its items.  Chi-square statistic, which is expected to be not significant for the differences in anticipated and actual matrices. However, this statistical analysis must be done in conjunction with the others, as it is sensitive to sample size. 
Data Collection Was Performed
 Comparative indexes: normed fix index (NFI), comparative fit index (CFI), incremental fit index (IFI) and Tucker-Lewis index (TLI)
,
RESULTS
Questionnaire Validation
The first step consisted of the descriptive analysis of the issues that make up the research model. The results are displayed in Table: 1 here. Table: 1 show that, on average, students receive good reviews in the final version of theirCCP-01 project because the average score for most items evaluated is above seven, and many of them, near or exceeding eight. Even Notes: each item of the model was evaluated based on a score of 0 to 10. The Factor 'Form' was included in this spreadsheet as a way to identify the last four items. so, there are students who scored zero in some of the items, as well as students who scored a 10. With this database, we proceeded to the EFA and the results are reported in Table 2 , for the rotated matrix.
There was a lot of consistency in the loads displayed by the factors, with the correspondence available in Frame: 2 being suggested in this paper. Introd.
Theoretical grounding
Method.
Form
Notes: "---" refers to loads lower than 0.45, which were excluded for best viewing of the results.
The results presented in Table: 2 suggest the creation of three factors (remembering that the criterion used to determine the number of factors was the "Latent Root Criterion", in which the factors with eigenvalues greater than 1were extracted). The results are summarized in Table: 3 and indicate appropriate fitness, since the literature recommends levels of at least 0.70 (all measurements presented were above the minimum recommended). As can be seen in Part B of Figure: 2, was inserted a correlation between the three factors of evaluation of projects.
Factors Correspondence
To check the level of specification of the model, ie, to verify whether the factors are measuring different aspects of the projects of each student, the discriminant validity was performed and results are available in Table: 3.
Available statistics refer to reviews by pairs of factors. Although we included correlations between the factors "Introduction", "Methodology" and "Theoretical Framework" in the model in Figure 2 , the discriminant analysis indicated that they measure different aspects within the assessment tool. Ie, they are not confused when assessed together and have behaviors with similar variations in assessments of projects of different students.
These results are favorable to the fitness of the instrument for measuring aspects related to different factors of the research projects.
Analysis of the Relationship Between The Grades of Projects and the Final Grades of the Work
Having validated the assessment tool used by the CCP-01 teacher, the following procedure consisted in the linear regression analysis between the grades of projects and the final work grades in CCP-03.
For the final grade of the project, an arithmetic average obtained from 16 evaluation items was considered. Table 4 shows the descriptive statistics of the two variables.
106 As Table: 4 shows, there were students who scored zero on the project, as there were students who scored ten. As for the final grade of the work, the minimum grade awarded was 40 points and the maximum 98 points. Ie, there is still no record of a score of 100 by a panel of examiners in the analysis of CCPs, with an average score equal to 85.468. The result of the linear regression analysis is available in Table: 5. The results also underlie the reasoning that, on average, students with lower grades on projects also have a tendency to achieve lower grade on CCP-03 (almost 10 months after the project evaluation).
The main finding to be highlighted is the following: the instrument used in CCP-01 to advise/monitor research projects, which is consistent with that proposed by Dias, Patrus and Magalhães (2011), has reliability, internal consistency, enables the measurement of different aspects of research projects, and the evaluation as a result of its application has significant positive relationship with the grades of the final works later presented before an examining panel.
FINAL CONSIDERATIONS
The advising process, although essential to the smooth running of academic activities, does not always culminate with the expected results for the parties involved (advisor and advisee).
In order to reduce the consequences of the lack of standards in the guidance processes, Dias, Patrus and Magalhães (2011) proposed a model that helps to advise/monitor the development of academic papers. An equivalent instrument to that proposed by these authors was already being used to evaluate projects in the discipline of CCP-01 at FACIC/UFU, this instrument being subjected to quantitative treatments in this study.
The results showed that the instrument reported adequate levels of reliability and internal consistency (in statistical terms), and allowed the measurement of different aspects contained in research projects, which was confirmed by the analysis of convergent and discriminant validity of the model. Moreover, the results showed strong evidence that the project grades resulting from the application of the assessment tool had a positive and statistically significant relationship with the grades obtained in CCP-03 of the final works defended by the students.
That is, on average, students who received good reviews in the project also received good reviews from the examiners at the time of their public presentation.
That conclusion was possible because, in CCP-03, the final work was assessed based on the average grade of the examining panel, ranging from 0 to 100. If, inCCP-03, the criterion had been: approved or failed, without a grade representing a scalar measure, the analyses developed between the grades of the project and the final evaluation of the work would not be possible. This is a limiting factor for the application of this relationship (project grades with dissertation/thesis presentation grades) in Stricto-Sensu post-graduation, but this does not preclude the use of a validated instrument to advise/monitor the development of research projects in these courses.
The results allow us to extend the research originally developed and published by Dias, Patrus and Magalhães (2011), also giving it more robustness. Its relevance is obvious to minimize potential stress in the advising processes, especially in undergraduate courses, environment in which the results were tested.
The quality of guidance and the work produced by the students are the first steps to developments in advanced studies and publications that may allow high theoretical and methodological rigor which is essential for building theory (Whetten, 1989) 
